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Abstract 
Two experiments were performed to evaluate the effects of feeder design (conventional dry feeder vs. 
wet-dry feeder) and adjustment on growing-finishing pig performance. In both experiments, all pigs (PIC 
337 x 1050) were fed the same corn-soybean meal diets with 15% dried distillers grains with solubles 
(DDGS). In Exp. 1, 1,296 pigs (initially 43 lb) were used in a 69-d study. From d 0 to 27, 3 feeder settings 
were evaluated for each feeder type. Numbered settings (located in each feeder) were 6, 8, and 10 for the 
conventional dry feeder and 6, 10, and 14 for the wet-dry feeder. An increased setting number 
corresponded to a greater opening. From d 27 to 69, all feeders were adjusted to an opening of 
approximately 1 in. (conventional dry feeder setting 8; wet-dry feeder setting 14). From d 0 to 27, pigs 
using a wet-dry feeder had lower (P < 0.02) ADFI and better F/G than pigs using a conventional dry feeder. 
Increasing the feeder setting improved (linear, P < 0.01) ADG, ADFI, and d-27 BW of pigs using a wet-dry 
feeder and increased (linear, P < 0.01) ADFI of pigs using a conventional dry feeder. From d 27 to 69, ADG 
and ADFI of pigs using a wet-dry feeder were greater (P < 0.01) than those of pigs using a conventional 
dry feeder, and increasing the feeder setting from d 0 to 27 resulted in greater (linear, P < 0.01) ADFI and 
poorer F/G for pigs using a wet-dry feeder. Overall (d 0 to 69), pigs using a wet-dry feeder had greater (P < 
0.05) ADG, ADFI, final BW, and better F/G than pigs that used a conventional dry feeder. Increasing the 
feeder setting of a wet-dry feeder from d 0 to 27 resulted in greater (linear, P < 0.01) ADG and ADFI, poorer 
(linear, P < 0.03) F/G, and heavier (linear, P < 0.01) final BW. Feeder setting of a conventional dry feeder 
from d 0 to 27 did not affect overall performance. In Exp. 2, 1,248 pigs (initially 73 lb) were used in a 93-d 
study. Three feeder settings were evaluated throughout the study for each feeder type (conventional dry 
feeder set at 6, 8, and 10; wet-dry feeder set at 10, 14, and 18). Overall, pigs using a wet-dry feeder had 
greater (P < 0.05) ADG, ADFI, final BW, HCW, backfat depth, and feed cost but reduced (P < 0.04) fat-free 
lean index (FFLI) compared with pigs using a conventional dry feeder. Increasing the feeder setting of a 
wet-dry feeder resulted in greater (linear, P < 0.05) ADG, ADFI, final BW, HCW, backfat depth, and feed cost. 
When HCW was used as a covariate, FFLI of pigs using a wet-dry feeder decreased (linear, P < 0.02) with 
increased feeder opening. Increasing the feeder setting of a conventional dry feeder had no effect on 
growth performance and carcass characteristics. In conclusion, the growth rate of pigs improved with a 
wet-dry feeder compared with a conventional dry feeder; however, the growth of pigs using a wet-dry 
feeder was more sensitive to differences in feeder adjustment.; Swine Day, Manhattan, KS, November 18, 
2010 
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Item 50	to	100	lb 100	to	160	lb 160	to	225	lb 225	lb	to	mkt.	
Ingredient,	%	
Corn 61.46 66.53 71.45 63.35
Soybean	meal	(46.5%	CP) 21.43 16.64 11.85 19.80
DDGS 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00
Monocalcium	P	(21%	P) 0.15 --- --- ---
Limestone 1.00 0.95 0.90 1.00
Salt 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Liquid	lysine	(60%	Lys) 0.45 0.40 0.35 0.35
L-Threonine 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.01
VTM	+	phytase2 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.085
Paylean,	9	g/lb --- --- --- 0.025
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Cost3,	$/lb 0.120 0.116 0.112 0.124
Calculated	analysis
Standardized	ileal	digestible	(SID)	amino	acids
Lysine,	% 1.05 0.90 0.75 0.95
Isoleucine:lysine,	% 64 66 69 68
Leucine:lysine,	% 158 172 191 170
Methionine:lysine,	% 28 30 33 30
Met	&	Cys:lysine,	% 57 62 68 61
Threonine:lysine,	% 62 63 64 62
Tryptophan:lysine,	% 17 17 17 18
Valine:lysine,	% 75 79 84 80
CP,	% 19.3 17.5 15.7 18.7
Total	lysine,	% 1.19 1.03 0.87 1.09
ME,	kcal/lb 1,523 1,527 1,529 1,526
SID	lysine:ME	ratio,	g/Mcal 3.13 2.67 2.23 2.82
Ca,	% 0.50 0.44 0.41 0.47
P,	% 0.46 0.41 0.39 0.42

























Wet-dry Conventional	dry Wet-dry Conventional	dry
Initial	feeder	setting: 6 10 14 6 8 10 SEM
Feeder	
type Linear Quadratic Linear Quadratic
Feeder	data,	d	19
Avg.	max.	opening2,	in. 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.81 1.07 1.35 0.023 0.0001 0.0001 ---3 0.0001 ---
Avg.	min.	opening4,	in. 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.59 0.80 1.09 0.027 0.01 0.0001 --- 0.0001 ---
Avg.	opening,	in. 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.70 0.94 1.22 0.024 0.0001 0.0001 --- 0.0001 ---
Pan	coverage,	% 34.9 57.3 64.5 9.0 21.1 79.0 5.70 0.01 0.001 --- 0.0001 0.01
Live	performance
d	0	to	27
ADG,	lb 1.29 1.56 1.65 1.46 1.51 1.51 0.027 --- 0.0001 0.01 --- ---
ADFI,	lb 2.36 2.83 2.95 2.70 2.79 2.86 0.034 0.02 0.0001 0.001 0.01 ---
F/G 1.83 1.81 1.79 1.84 1.85 1.89 0.019 0.01 --- --- --- ---
d	27	BW,	lb 77.7 84.9 87.5 82.3 83.3 84.1 0.73 --- 0.0001 0.02 --- ---
Feed,	$/pig 13.87 16.22 16.85 15.45 15.73 15.87 0.173 --- 0.0001 0.001 --- ---
d	27	to	69	
Feeder	setting 14 8
ADG,	lb 1.99 2.05 2.04 1.89 1.89 1.90 0.022 0.0001 --- --- --- ---
ADFI,	lb 4.77 5.09 5.16 4.71 4.76 4.73 0.056 0.0001 0.0001 --- --- ---
F/G 2.40 2.49 2.53 2.49 2.52 2.49 0.020 --- 0.0001 --- --- ---
d	0	to	69
ADG,	lb 1.71 1.85 1.88 1.72 1.74 1.75 0.019 0.0001 0.0001 0.02 --- ---
ADFI,	lb 3.81 4.20 4.29 3.92 3.98 3.98 0.042 0.001 0.0001 0.01 --- ---
F/G 2.23 2.26 2.28 2.28 2.29 2.28 0.015 0.05 0.03 --- --- ---
Final	BW,	lb 162.6 171.2 173.5 161.5 163.9 164.3 1.36 0.0001 0.0001 --- --- ---
Feed,	$/pig 49.50 51.97 53.13 49.50 50.03 50.45 0.597 0.003 0.001 --- --- ---

























Wet-dry Conventional	dry Wet-dry Conventional	dry
Initial	feeder	setting 10 14 18 6 8 10 SEM
Feeder	
type Linear Quadratic Linear Quadratic
Feeder	data
Avg.	max.	opening2,	in. 0.75 1.00 1.25 0.82 1.12 1.36 0.058 0.001 0.001 ---3 0.001 ---
Avg.	min.	opening4,	in. 0.75 1.00 1.25 0.58 0.83 1.10 0.068 0.001 0.001 --- 0.001 ---
Avg.	opening,	in. 0.75 1.00 1.25 0.70 0.97 1.23 0.059 --- 0.001 --- 0.001 ---
d	41	pan	coverage,	% 52.5 63.1 84.9 23.6 58.4 83.0 5.85 0.02 0.001 --- 0.001 ---
d	84	pan	coverage,	% 52.9 72.0 82.3 40.4 66.3 83.0 5.87 --- 0.001 --- 0.001 ---
Live	performance,	d	0	to	93
ADG,	lb 2.08 2.15 2.22 1.95 2.03 2.02 0.038 0.0001 0.01 --- --- ---
ADFI,	lb 5.53 5.81 6.10 5.24 5.41 5.34 0.149 0.0001 0.01 --- --- ---
F/G 2.67 2.71 2.75 2.68 2.67 2.64 0.054 --- --- --- --- ---
final	live	BW,	lb 263.1 268.5 278.0 252.4 259.4 259.6 5.54 0.01 0.05 --- --- ---
Carcass	and	economics5 --- ---
HCW,	lb 192.1 197.9 204.5 188.6 192.4 193.5 3.97 0.05 0.04 --- --- ---
Backfat	depth,	in. 0.67 0.67 0.73 0.65 0.64 0.64 0.016 0.001 0.01 --- --- ---
with	HCW	as	covariate 0.67 0.67 0.72 0.65 0.64 0.64 0.016 0.001 0.02 --- --- ---
Loin	depth,	in. 2.42 2.44 2.46 2.38 2.39 2.37 0.055 --- --- --- --- ---
with	HCW	as	covariate 2.43 2.42 2.40 2.42 2.41 2.37 0.053 --- --- --- --- ---
FFLI6 50.1 50.2 49.8 50.2 50.4 50.5 0.21 0.04 --- --- --- ---
with	HCW	as	covariate 50.2 50.1 49.5 50.4 50.5 50.5 0.19 0.001 0.02 --- --- ---
Total	revenue/pig,	$ 110.97 113.53 117.58 108.99 111.24 111.90 2.882 --- --- --- --- ---
Feed,	$/pig 71.92 76.34 80.58 68.50 70.98 70.12 2.135 0.001 0.01 --- --- ---
Feed,	$/lb	gain 0.38 0.39 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.008 --- --- --- --- ---
IOFC7,	$ 39.05 38.93 36.99 40.49 40.26 41.78 2.327 --- --- --- --- ---
1	A	total	of	1,248	pigs	(PIC,	337	×	1050)	with	an	initial	BW	of	73.0	lb	were	placed	in	48	pens	containing	26	pigs	each.
2	Measured	from	the	bottom	of	the	feed	pan	(conventional	dry)	or	shelf	(wet-dry)	to	the	bottom	of	the	feed	agitation	plate	(conventional	dry)	or	feeder	hopper	(wet-dry)	at	the	narrowest	position.
3	Not	significant	(P	>	0.05).
4	Measured	from	the	bottom	of	the	feed	pan	(conventional	dry)	or	shelf	(wet-dry)	to	the	bottom	of	the	feed	agitation	plate	(conventional	dry)	or	feeder	hopper	(wet-dry)	at	the	widest	position.
5	A	total	of	1,021	pigs	were	used	to	determine	the	carcass	characteristics	of	the	feeder	treatments.
6	FFLI	=	fat-free	lean	index.
7	IOFC	=	income	over	feed	cost;	calculated	by	subtracting	the	feed	cost	per	pig	from	the	revenue	per	pig	using	a	carcass	base	price	of	$56.03/cwt	and	premiums/discounts.
